Protecting  Americans  Everywhere 


It  is  fundamental  that  all  Americans  are  entitled  to  the  equal 
protection  of  our  laws.  Yet,  in  recent  years,  there  has  been  a  break¬ 
down  in  this  principle.  Foreign  governments  have  discriminated 
against  Americans  on  the  basis  of  their  race  or  religion.  An  Amer¬ 
ican  diplomat  has  been  compelled  to  lie  about  his  religion  in  order  to 
avoid  interruption  of  his  plane  journey.  American  soldiers  are 
barred  from  an  American  installation  abroad  because  of  their  religion. 
We  have  truckled  to  this  affront  to  our  citizenry  because  we  have 
been  solicitous  of  the  prejudices  of  others.  What  is  even  more  pre¬ 
posterous  is  that  we  have  done  this  within  the  framework  of  our 
Mutual  Security  Program.  We  have  let  the  beneficiaries  of  our 
largess  dictate  the  terms,  and  they  have  gone  so  far  as  to  insult  the 
■  taxpayers  who  have  been  putting  up  the  money. 

Most  Americans  will  welcome  the  action  of  the  Senate  Con^ 
\  mittee  on  Appropriations,  which,  accepting  the  plea  of  a  group  pf 
\  22  Senators  led  by  Sen.  Wayne  Morse  (D-Oreg.)  and  Sen.  Ja^ob 
K.  Javits  (R-N.Y.),  wrote  a  new  section  into  the  Mutual  Secicnt^ 
;  Appropriations  bill,  reading  as  follows :  Uk 

“Sec.  115.  It  is  the  sense  of  Congress  that  any  attempt  by  forei^ 
nations  to  create  distinctions  because  of  their  race  or  religion  among 
American  citizens  in  the  granting  of  personal  or  commercial  access 
or  any  other  rights  otherwise  available  to  United  States  citizens  gener¬ 
ally  is  repugnant  to  our  principles,  and  in  all  negotiations  between  the 
United  States  and  any  foreign  state  arising  as  a  result  of  funds  appro¬ 
priated  under  this  Act  these  principles  shall  be  applied  as  the  President 
may  determine.” 

Both  Senate  and  House  accepted  the  amendment  which  now, 
as  part  of  the  Appropriations  bill,  has  greater  force  than  the  resolu¬ 
tion  which  was  adopted  by  the  Senate  alone  in  1956. 

The  Congress  has  gone  on  record.  It  depends  on  the  Administra- 
;  tion  whether  this  declaration  will  be  implemented.  The  defense  of 
.  the  United  States  and  the  Free  World  is  not  merely  an  exercise  in 
the  use  of  men,  materiel  and  machines. 

There  are  principles  to  be  defended  in  peace-time  negotia^on 
with  friends  and  allies,  as  well  as  in  battle  with  enemies.  /  ^ 


Plain  Words  Are  Needed 


In  his  report  to  the  UN  General  Assembly,  Secretary  General 
I  Dag  Hammarskjold  discussed  the  UAR’s  blockade  of  the  Suez  Canal: 
“In  the  course  of  1959,  attention  has  again  repeatedly  been  drawn  to 
questions  raised  by  present  policies  regarding  the  Suez  Canal.  This 
is  not  the  place  to  make  any  observations  on  these  policies  or  their 
legal,  political  and  economic  implications.  The  issue  has  important 
legal  aspects  which  may  be  considered  as  meriting  further  clarification 
but  it  is  also  part  of  the  general  Palestine  problem.  At  least  pending 
further  clarification  of  the  legal  aspects  by  the  appropriate  authority, 
the  discussion  of  the  matter  will  necessarily  be  dominated  by  political 
considerations.  While  never  losing  sight  of  its  ultimate  objectives 
in  this  region,  as  repeatedly  stated,  the  United  Nations,  in  these  cir¬ 
cumstances,  may  make  its  main  contribution  also  to  a  solution  of  the 
Suez  question  by  continuing  to  work  for  a  reduction  of  tensions,  for 
the  avoidance  of  incidents  and  for  such,  at  least,  temporary  solutions 
to  limited  problems  as  may  be  attainable  and  as  may  lead  to  further 
opportunities  ior  continued  progress  toward  these  ultimate  objectives.” 

I  We  suspect  that  Mr.  Hammarskj  old’s  blunt  predecessor,  Mr. 
Trygve  Lie,  would  have  called  a  blockade  by  its  right  name.  He 
would  have  referred  to  the  1951  UN  Security  Council  decision  out¬ 
lawing  the  blockade.  He  would  have  insisted  on  its  enforcement  and 
would  not  have  obscured  its  validity. 
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...viewing  the  NEWS 


Top  Isswo.  The  major  Near  East  issue 
which  now  confronts  the  Department 
of  State  is  whether  the  World  Bank 
should  extend  the  proposed  $40  mil¬ 
lion  loan  to  President  Nasser  to  im¬ 
prove  the  Suez  Canal  in  view  of  his 
blockade  practices. 

Mounting  protests  have  been  voiced 
by  leading  memtwrs  of  Congress,  as 
well  as  by  major  newspapers. 

'  The  issue  is  also  coming  to  a  head 
at  the  United  Nations  General  Assem¬ 
bly.  Our  country  favors  freedom  of 
shipping  through  the  Suez  Canal  and  is 
opposed  to  the  Egyptian  blockade.  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  State  William  J. 
Macomber,  Jr.,  reiterated  this  view  in 
a  letter  to  Rep.  Seymour  Halpem 
(R-N.Y.)  on  Sept  3: 

“The  Government  of  the  United 
States  firmly  supports  the  principle 
of  freedom  of  transit  through  the 
Suez  Canal  as  an  international 
waterway.  You  may  be  assured 
that  whenever  occasion  permits  we 
continue  to  avail  ourselves  of  op¬ 
portunities  for  setting  forth  our 
views  in  this  regard  in  various  ap¬ 
propriate  international  agencies, 
including  the  World  Bank.” 

On  Sept.  2,  Representatives  Charles 
A.  Boyle  (D-Ill.),  Emanuel  Celler  (D- 
N.Y.),  Leonard  Farbstein  (D-N.Y.), 
Roman  C.  Pucinski  (D-Ill.),  and  Her¬ 
man  Toll  (D-Pa.)  joined  Rep.  Halpern 
in  attacking  the  blockade  on  the  floor 
of  the  House.  Earlier,  13  members 
of  the  House  Committee  on  Banking 
and  Currency  had  protested  to  the 
Bank  in  writing — a  letter  which  aroused 
sharp  reaction  in  Cairo. 

Washington  hears  threats  that  if  the 
loan  is  not  granted,  the  UAR  will  react 
as  it  did  when  the  United  States  with¬ 
drew  the  offer  to  finance  the  Aswan 
Dam  and  that  the  Soviet  Union  will 
finance  the  canal  development.  This 
was  implied  in  a  letter  to  the  New  York 
Times  by  Hosni  Khalifa,  press  coun¬ 
selor  of  the  Arab  States  Delegations 
Office.  He  wrote: 

“Your  campaign  to  prevent  the 
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...We  Differ  with  Fulbright 


The  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Foreign  Relations,  Sen.  J.  W. 
.Fulbright  (D-Ark.),  has  made  a  sig- 
Pnificant  statement  on  American  policy 

t  in  the  Near  East  which  implies  that  the 
Administration  has  revised  its  policies 
to  conform  more  closely  with  his  own 
views.  Such  an  inference  has  ominous 
L  implications.  It  may  mean,  if  it  is  cor- 
Hrect,  that  we  are  in  the  process  of  dis¬ 
engaging  ourselves  from  past  commit¬ 
ments. 

Sen.  Fulbright’s  declaration  was 
made  on  the  day  our  previous  issue 
went  to  press,  and  space  did  not  per¬ 
mit  adequate  consideration  of  his  re¬ 
marks  or  of  the  swift,  critical  reaction 
which  came  from  three  Republican 
Senators — Hugh  Scott  of  Pennsylvania, 
and  Kenneth  B.  Keating  and  Jacob 
K.  Javits  of  New  York. 

All  our  fault.  Sen.  Fulbright’s  major 
thesis  is  that  there  has  been  an  improve¬ 
ment  in  the  Near  East — that  the  area 
(is  now  relatively  tranquil.  As  he  sees 
it,  past  difficulties  in  the  Near  East 
were  due  not  to  the  intrigues  and  ambi¬ 
tions  of  some  of  the  rulers  in  that  re¬ 
gion,  but  to  shortcomings  in  American 
policy. 

In  his  Aug.  3 1  speech.  Sen.  Fulbright 
once  again  contended  that  the  United 
States  had  misjudged  the  situation  in 
Lebanon  and  Iraq  last  year  when  we 
sent  troops  into  Lebanon  and  the  Brit¬ 
ish  came  to  the  aid  of  Jordan.  He 
claimed  we  had  underestimated  the 

vieMt?ing  the  mewps 

continued 

World  Bank  from  granting  a  loan 
for  widening  the  Suez  Canal,  as 
voiced  in  your  editorial  of  Aug.  29, 
reminds  one  of  the  uproar  which 
preceded  a  similar  loan  for  the  As¬ 
wan  high  dam.  It  also  brings  to 
mind  the  severe  international  ten¬ 
sion  which  resulted  from  the  with¬ 
drawal  of  that  loan.” 

Soviut  Rooction.  Soviet  propagandists 
have  seized  on  the  dispute  to  teU  Egyp¬ 
tians  that  the  West  cannot  be  trusted. 

Evgeny  Primakov,  leading  Moscow 
broadcaster  on  Arab  affairs,  told  the 
Near  East  on  Sept.  2,  that  the  Con¬ 
gressional  opposition  to  the  World  Bank 
loan  shows  “there  is  no  future  for  so- 
called  friendship  between  the  American 
imperialists  and  the  Arab  peoples.” 

The  Communist  radio  drew  a  paral¬ 
lel  between  the  present  controversy  and 
the  conflict  over  the  Aswan  Dam. 
Primakov  stressed  that  there  never 
were  strings  to  USSR  aid. 


Ability  of  the  UAR  to  operate  the  Suez 
Canal  efficiently.  He  told  the  Senate: 
\  \  “I  have  never  concealed  my  be- 
\  •  Uof  that  our  past  equivocal  attitude 
Mioward  Egypt  and  its  present 
Reader  has  b^n  the  source  of  much 
of  our  trouble  in  the  Middle  East. 

In  the  past  year,  we  seem  to  have 
matured  somewhat  in  our  under¬ 
standing  of  the  strong  drives  of 
Arab  nationalism  .  .  .” 

Thus,  he  seems  to  believe  improve¬ 
ment  in  the  Near  East  is  because  the 
United  States  has  changed  its  policy, 
not  because  Nasser  and  other  Arab 
A  /leaders  have  mended  their  ways.  In 
I  1  short.  Sen.  Fulbright  believes  we  have 
fpow  decided  to  coexist  with,  if  not  to 
I  subsidize  President  Nasser’s  brand  of 
I  ^rab  nationalism. 

I  bur  own  viow.  For  our  part,  we  have 
1  always  been  critical  of  the  Adminis¬ 
tration’s  Near  East  policy.  We  have 
always  believed  that  the  Administra- 
I  tion  erred  by  underestimating  the  ex- 
itent  of  Arab  neutralism  and  by  over- 
lestimating  the  interest  of  the  Arab 
meoples  in  democracy  and  its  defense, 
^e  believed  it  was  a  blunder  to  send 
Ihrms  to  the  Arab  states.  We  warned 
Ithsit.  these  arms  would  eventually  fall 
jffinto  hostile  hands,  as  indeed  they  did. 
|rWe  felt  that  our  Near  East  policy  was 
I  distorted  by  an  exaggerated  assessment 
of  the  importance  of  Near  East  oil. 

We  believed  that  the  solution  of  Near 
East  problems  lay  primarily  in  the  ex¬ 
pansion  of  large-scale  economic  de- 
/  velopment  for  nations  which  could 

Here,  then,  is  the  blackmail  the  West 
faces.  If,  in  good  conscience,  the  West 
refuses  to  finance  the  canal  improve¬ 
ment  because  Nasser  operates  it  law¬ 
lessly,  the  USSR  may  again  step  in  and 
let  ^iro  have  what  it  wants,  lawless 
and  unscrupulous  though  it  may  be. 
The  easy  aJtemative  for  the  West  is 
to  emulate  the  Communists,  and  fol¬ 
low  their  unedifying  example. 

Downgradocl.  Broken  tradition  marks 
the  oMning  of  the  14th  session  of  the 
UN  General  Assembly  today  when  Dr. 
Charles  Malik,  the  Assembly  president, 
will  not  officiate  at  the  election  of  his 
successor.  UN  custom  dictates  that 
the  “chairman  of  the  delegation  from 
which  the  president  of  the  previous 
session  was  elected  presides  until  the 
Assembly  elects  a  new  president.” 
Lebanese  Premier  Rashid  Karami  has 
succeeded  Dr.  Malik  as  head  of  the 
delegation  and  will  preside  in  his  place. 

Dr.  Malik,  formerly  Lebanon’s  for¬ 
eign  minister  and  a  pro-Western  force 
in  his  government,  has  been  dropped 


make  proper  use  of  our  assistance.  We 
criticized  tendencies  on  the  part  of 
Washington  and  London  to  condone 
the  continuing  Arab  war  against  Israel. 
We  felt  a  strong  stand  was  necessary 
to  bring  about  the  resettlement  of  the 
Arab  refugees.  Above  all,  we  thought 
that  the  West  blundered  seriously  in 
identifying  itself  with  undemocratic 
rulers  and  by  shoring  up  reactionary 
regimes  which  repressed  the  legitimate 
aspirations  of  the  people  for  economic 
and  political  change. 

In  many  of  these  criticisms,  our 
views  coincided  with  those  so  elo¬ 
quently  expressed  by  Sen.  Fulbright. 
Whura  w*  diffur.  But  on  one  major, 
all-important  issue  we  disagree  with 
him  emphatically.  We  have  felt  strongly 
that  the  Administration  was  right  in  its 
determination  to  assist  all  countries  and 
all  peoples  in  the  region  in  the  preser¬ 
vation  of  their  independent  existence. 
We  believed  that  each  of  the  nations 
in  the  area  had  the  right  to  its  own 
national  life,  and  we  regarded  the  im¬ 
perialistic  ambitions  of  President  Nas- 
Iser  to  dominate  the  entire  Arab  world 
as  a  continuing  threat  to  the  peace  and 
security  of  his  neighbors.  We  saw  no 
reason  why  President  Nasser  should 
swallow  up  the  Arab  states. 

Accordingly,  we  believed  that  the 
Administration  was  correct  in  its  ef¬ 
forts  to  block  Nasser’s  aggressive  de¬ 
signs.  The  principle  of  self-determina¬ 
tion  dictated  rejection  of  his  concept 

by  Lebanon  as  a  member  of  its  UN 
delegation  as  a  result  of  his  strong  pro- ! 
Western  views. 

No  Docision.  The  Arab  League  Coun- 1 
cil’s  conference  in  Casablanca  came  to  i 
an  anti-climactic  end  Sept.  8.  All  | 
major  issues  including  formal  reaction 
to  the  Hammarskjold  proposals  on  the 
future  of  the  Arab  refugees  were  post¬ 
poned  until  the  meeting  in  January. 

The  widely  heralded  “unity”  con¬ 
ference,  however,  was  marked  by 
estrangement  and  non  -  conciliation. 
Tunisia  and  Iraq  shunned  the  meeting 
despite  the  Lease's  withdrawal  of  its 
censure  of  Tunisia  and  repeated  in¬ 
vitations  to  Premier  Kassem.  In  spite 
of  Nasser’s  fence-mending,  the  Arab 
League  is  still  rtnt  with  rivalries. 

Frigota  Transf«>ra(.%  Delivery  of  one 
Israel  frigate  to  C^lon  was  accom¬ 
plished  last  week.  The  ship  left  Eilat 
and  sailed  through  the  Straits  of  Sharra 
el-Sheikh  flying  the  Israel  flag.  Trans¬ 
fer  was  arrang^  in  outside  waters.  The 
second  frigate  will  be  transferred  soon. 


of  an  overall  Arab  nationalism.  The 
promulgation  of  this  policy  in  the  Eis¬ 
enhower  Doctrine  and  its  implementa¬ 
tion  in  the  dramatic  dispatch  of  troops 
to  Lebanon  and  Jordan  last  summer 
merited  the  support  of  the  American 
people  as  well  as  the  approbation  of 
the  peoples  of  the  area. 

If  it  is  true  that  the  situation  has 
improved  since  then,  we  think  that 
this  is  due  in  no  small  measure  to  the 
firmness  the  United  States  displayed  in 
1958.  There  would  have  been  a  grave 
deterioration  if  the  United  States  had 
not  reacted  as  vigorously  and  as  swiftly 
to  events  as  it  did. 

But  if  the  Administration  has  ac¬ 
cepted  the  Fulbright  position,  as  he 
seems  to  imply,  then  we  have  turned 
our  back  on  the  doctrines  so  strongly 
and  vigorously  championed  by  the  late 
Secretary  of  State  John  Foster  Dulles. 
Some  observers  have  already  ventured 
to  suggest  that  the  decision  to  go  into 
Lebanon  was  a  personal  and  courage¬ 
ous  decision  by  Mr.  Dulles.  There  is 
some  doubt  that  we  would  repeat  it  if 
the  situation  were  to  recur. 

We  dislike  to  think  that  we  are  dis¬ 
engaging  ourselves  and  retreating  from 
our  past  firmness.  We  would  prefer 
to  believe  that  the  United  States  stands 
firmly  in  support  of  the  principle  that 
the  peoples  of  the  Near  East  are  en¬ 
titled  to  work  out  their  own  national 
destinies  without  interference  or  ag¬ 
gression  from  their  neighbors. 

Colloctiv*  Socurity.  What  we  are  sug¬ 
gesting  is  not  a  new  principle.  It  is 
collective  security.  It  is  fidelity  to  the 
ideals  and  principles  of  the  United  Na¬ 
tions.  For,  if  this  were  a  world  of 
peace  and  not  a  world  divided  by  the 
cold  war,  the  United  Nations  would  be 
able  to  mobilize  international  support 
to  uphold  the  principles  of  the  Charter 
and  to  enforce  its  decisions  through 
collective  security. 

Unfortunately,  because  a  cold  war 
does  exist,  the  UN  has  not  been  able 
to  measure  up  to  the  hopes  and  aspira¬ 
tions  of  its  supporters.  It,  therefore, 
became  necessary  for  our  government 
under  the  Administration  of  President 
Harry  Truman  to  establish  our  own 
system  of  collective  security — a  pro¬ 
gram  which  was  continued  under  the 
Eisenhower-Dulles  Administration. 

This  policy  means  we,  as  a  great 
power,  must  take  a  stand  between  right 
and  wrong — between  the  principles  and 
decisions  of  the  United  Nations  and 
their  violation  —  between  war  and 
peace.  It  means  tluit  we  cannot  don 
the  mask  of  neutrality  and  close  our 
eyes  to  obvious  violations. 

Depth  of  Cynicism.  One  cannot  tread 
the  narrow  path  between  right  and 
wrong,  as  SeiL  Fulbright  seems  to 


^nk.  There  is  no  such  path.  It  is  the 
/(depth  of  cynicism  for  the  Senator 
I  from  Arkansas  to  speak  as  he  did  of 
/  the  efficiency  of  President  Nasser’s  ad- 
j  ministration  of  the  Suez  Canal  without 
a  reference  to  the  illegality  of  its  op¬ 
eration,  as  Senators  Scott,  Keating  and 
Javits  were  quick  to  point  out. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  two 
great  newspapers  reacted  very  quickly 
to  Sen.  Fulbright’s  speech,  selecting 
this  issue  as  a  point  of  difference. 
Both  of  them  stressed  that  Sen.  Ful¬ 
bright  omitted  any  reference  to  Nasser’s 
blockade  of  that  international  water¬ 
way. 

On  Sept  2,  the  New  York  Herald 
Tribune  said: 

“Sen.  Fulbright’s  call  for  a  new  | 
long-range  American  policy  in  the 
Middle  l^t  to  replace  ‘impromptu 
measures’  seems  more  startling 
than  stirring.  The  landing  of 
American  soldiers  in  Lebanon  and 
British  paratroopers  in  Jordan  I 

may  have  been  ‘impromptu  meas-  I 

ures,’  but  they  worked  ... 

“The  fear  was  not  that  Nasser, 
with  the  liberal  use  of  foreign  tech-  // 
nicians,  would  be  unable  to  operate 
the  canal  physically.  It  was  that 
he  would  turn  it  into  a  weapon  of 
Egyptian  foreign  policy  in  contra¬ 
vention  of  all  precedent  and  of  the 
conditions  upon  which  he  got  it  1 
back.  The  impounding  of  Israeli  1 
cargoes-m-the  canal  since  last  Feb-  | 
mary  demonstrates- that  the  con-  I 
cem  over  the  future  of  the  canal  ' 
was  more  than  Justified.”  '  x 

The  Washington  Post  and  Tirr^ 
cgamhC-on-^ept.  8,  waiQgdjigaimt-pCT- 
mitting  the  discussion  to  be  “too  eu¬ 
phoric.”  It  continues: 

“  .  . .  But  there  is  serious  question  \  I 
whether  the  United  States  ought  to 
be  extending  more  economic  aid  to  ^ 
the  UAR  or  helping  to  arrange  new  H 
loans  without  conditioning  them  lA 
upon  freedom  of  the  canal.  Strings  f  | 
on  aid  may  be  objectionable,  but  '  < 
there  are  many  ways  in  which 
President  Nasser  could  be  advised 
privately  that  his  actions  respect¬ 
ing  the  Suez  Canal  are  an  impedi¬ 
ment  to  favorable  consideration  of 
further  projects.  Indeed,  failure  to 
do  this  may  encourage  President 
Nasser  to  think  he  can  get  away 
with  the  capricious  blockage  .  . 

Sen.  Fulbright  occupies  an  influential 
place  in  the  formulation  of  American 
foreign  policy.  His  words  reproving 
the  Administration  will  doubtless  be 
read  with  enthusiasm  in  Cairo,  Bagh¬ 
dad  and  other  Arab  capitals.  It  would 
be  a  mistake  to  infer  that  Sen.  Fulbright 
is  speaking  on  behalf  of  the  Democratic 
party.  Many  Democratic  party  leaders 
obviously  are  not  prepared  to  associate 
themselves  with  his  remarks. 

Mansfield's  View.  Within  a  few  days 
after  Sen.  Fulbright’s  speech.  Sen.  Mike 
Mansfield  of  Montana,  the  Democratic 
whip,  also  addressed  himself  to  the 
problems  of  the  Near  East  He  did 
not  share  Sen.  Fulbright’s  optimistic 


evaluation  of  developments  in  that 
area.  His  speech  was  not  offered  as 
a  reply  to  Sen.  Fulbright  Nor  did  he 
mention  names. 

To  be  sure.  Sen.  Mansfield  has  many 
times  joined  in  sharp  criticism  of  the 
Administration,  and  he  continues  to  do 
so.  But  unlike  Sen.  Fulbright,  he  does 
not  consider  that  the  time  has  come 
for  the  United  States  to  adopt  a  lofty 
and  detached  attitude  toward  the  rights 
and  wrongs  of  the  Near  East.  . 

In  his  speech  on  Sept.  4,  he  said: 
“And  still,  the  real  problems  of  the 
Middle  East  remain:  The  refugeea; 
the  denial  of  the  use  of  Suez  on  an 
equal  basis  to  all;  the  monstrous 
poverty  and  ignorance  of  the  many 
in  the  midst  of  the  vast  wealth  and 
culture  of  the  few;  the  border  ques¬ 
tions  and  the  smoldering  hatred 
and  suspicion  between  Israeli  and 
Arab  .  .  . 

“Sooner  or  later,  in  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  policies  with  respect  to 
the  Middle  East,  we  are  going  to 
have  to  make  up  our  minds.  Sooner 
or  later,  we  are  going  to  have  to 
face  the  fact  that,  for  this  nation 
as  a  whole,  there  are  some  things 
more  important  than  Middle  East¬ 
ern  oiL  military  bases  or  the 
soothings  of  the  ultranationalistic 
tantrums  of  one  nation  or  another. 

“Sooner  or  later,  we  are  going 
to  have  to  decide  who  in  the  Middle 
East  works  sincerely  and  with 
forbearance  to  end  the  state  of  fear 
and  incipient  war  which  prevails  in 
that  region,  and  who  intrigues  to  ] 
perpetuate  it. 

“We  are  going  to  have  to  decide 
which  governments  render  a  decent 
measure  of  Justice  to  their  peoples 
and  act  for  their  peaceful  progress 
and  which  governments  exploit 
their  passions  for  selfish  or  destruc¬ 
tive  ends.” 

As  we  see  it,  if  there  has  been  an 
improvement  in  the  Middle  East,  it  is 
not  because  we  have  abandoned  the 
principles  that  were  implemented  by 
our  intervention  in  Lebanon.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  because  that  intervention 
to  save  Lebanon  and  Jordan  was  a  clear 
demonstration  that  the  United  States 
stood  by  its  commitments.  We  would 
not  permit  the  independent  nations  of 
that  region  to  be  subverted  or  attacked 
by  hostile  forces. 

If  there  has  been  an  improvement, 
it  is  not  because  we  have  yielded  to 
President  Nasser.  It  is  because  Presi¬ 
dent  Nasser  came  to  the  conclusion  that 
he  would  not  be  allowed  to  have  his 
way  and  to  impose  his  will  on  the  en¬ 
tire  Near  East. 

On  Sept.  11,  the  Washington  Post 
reprinted  an  article  by  Michael  Adams 
of  the  Manchester  Guardian,  in  which 
he  wrote: 

“All  through  the  Arab  world, 
Nasser  appears  to  be  losing  ground, 
and  it  is  not  easy  to  see  what  he 
can  do  to  regain  it.” 

Nasser  did  not  reform.  He  was 
stopped.  The  United  States  did  not 
blunder.  We  were  vindicated. 


31 


Just  Off  The  Press ! 


NEAR  EAST  REPORT 

VOL.  1-2  (June  1957-May  1959) 
In  one  bound  volume. 

First  48  issues  with  index. 

An  exciting  review 
of  two  years  of  history. 

An  invaluable  source  of  reference. 

FREE 

To  New  Readers 

with  a  one-year 
subscription  at  the 
regular  rate  of  $10 

To  Current  Subscribers 

who  may  also 
take  advantage 
of  this  offer  by 
extending  their 
subscriptions  for 
one-year  at  the 
regular  rate  of  $10. 

The  bound  volume 

NEAR  EAST  REPORT 

Vol.  1-2 

may  be  purchased 
separately  for  $3. 

Gift  orders  for  the 

NEAR  EAST  REPORT 

and  the  bound  volume  1~2 
are  available  at  the  same  rates. 

Send  your  ordor  today. 

1737  H  St.,  N.W.,  Washington  6,  D.  C. 
32 


WASHINGTON... 


Neutralism  Pays 


One  fact  has  helped  to  raise  Nasser’s 
prestige  in  the  Arab  world.  He  has 
demonstrated  that  neutralism  pays.  He 
has  always  contended  that  the  b^t  way 
to  secure  aid  from  Moscow  and  Wash¬ 
ington  is  “positive  neutrality.” 

The  doctrine  has  finally  begun  to 
work.  Nasser  is  now  getting  more  aid 
from  Washington  than  ever  before. 
The  lesson  has  not  been  lost  on  his 
neighbors. 

Haile  Selassie,  the  Emperor  of  Ethi¬ 
opia,  recently  passed  through  Cairo  on 
his  way  to  Moscow  and  apparently  re¬ 
ceived  a  briefing  on  the  way  to  win 
rubles  as  well  as  dollars.  From  Mos¬ 
cow,  the  Ethiopian  Emperor  received  a 
dazzling  offer  of  a  five-year  loan  of  400 
million  rubles — $100  million  at  the 
official  rate. 


may  be  less  so  now,  of  expansion¬ 
ism  from  Egypt,  and  they  saw  the 
Egyptians  getting  many  fast,  mod¬ 
ern  Russian  airplanes,  and  they 
said  they  just  had  to  have  some¬ 
thing  to  protect  themselves.  We 
recognised  his  feeling.  We  coun¬ 
seled  against  the  thing,  but  he 
insisted,  and  finally  said  he  would 
have  to  get  protection  elsewhere  if 
we  would  not  give  it  to  him. 

“The  Russians  are  active  in  Ethi¬ 
opia.  They  have  a  hospital  there. 

It  has  been  there  for  a  long  time. 
They  have  a  mission  there.  And 
finally  a  decision  was  made  that  it 
was  just  necessary  to  grant  some 
military  assistance,  the  minimum 
that  we  could  get  by  with,  for  that 
reason.” 

But  now  we  are  up  against  a  lot  oi 
rubles. 


This  far  exceeds  American  assist¬ 
ance.  Cynics  have  said  that  our  aid  to 
Ethiopia  has  never  been  very  high 
because  Ethiopia  had  no  Communists. 
Our  economic  aid  to  Ethiopia  totaled 
$32,847,000  in  the  seven  years  ending 
June  30,  19S9.  This  is  in  addition  to 
some  military  aid  (F86  planes,  etc.). 

Why  we  give  military  aid  at  all  to 
Ethiopia  has  mystified  some  members 
of  Congress,  and  earlier  this  year  Under 
Secretary  of  State  C.  Douglas  Dillon 
explained  to  the  Senate  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations  that  the  Emperor  of 
Ethiopia  “feels  very  strongly  that  he 
needs  this.”  Mr.  Dillon  said: 

“He  has  stood  op  on  our  side  in 
various  international  crises.  In  the 
Suez  crisis  they  were  very  staunch. 
They  were  afraid,  at  that  time,  they 


Th«  Naad  for  IDA.  Once  again,  aij 
in  the  UAR  and  other  areas,  we  are  inj 
a  senseless  competition  with  the  Rus^ 
sians.  This  points  up  one  of  the  majo^ 
reasons  why  some  economists  believe  ifl 
is  important  to  set  up  the  Internationa^ 
Development  Association,  the  new  iii< 
temational  lending  agency  which  tb^ 
Administration  has  endorsed. 

If  we  attempt  to  compete  with  thd 
Russians  everywhere  in  the  world] 
Moscow,  not  Washington,  will  be  del 
termining  the  disbursement  and  dej 
ployment — in  fact,  the  dissipation — oi 
our  resources.  But  if  we  and  othea 
Free  World  nations  join  together  iq 
establishing  the  International  Develop] 
inent  Association  to  make  soft  loans  td 
underdeveloped  countries,  we  could 
challenge  the  Russians  to  join  such  ad 
agency  and  end  a  senseless  cold  wa4 
confiict  on  the  economic  front 
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